Organisms have evolved to live not just for the immediate present but also for the future. They work to preserve their bodies, to protect them against external threats, to control how they are used and, under some conditions, they invest in improving them. More rarely, they also preserve, protect, control and invest in resources that are not part of their own body. In humans, such external resources are very important; we call them property. In this paper, we consider the role of property in nonhumans. When do organisms preserve and protect resources aside from their own body and the bodies of their offspring or kin? A central feature of our argument is that such resources must be partly or wholly privatized; they must come under the control of an owner. If an organism is to expend effort and energy in preserving or investing in a resource, it must be able to reap sufficient gains from doing so. If nonkin end up harvesting the resources instead, the investment would not pay and so the act of investing would not evolve. Table 1 gives definitions and examples of property and privatization. We expand on these below, but note now that property and privatization, although closely linked, are not synonymous. One can have each without the other. Organisms may engage in privatization that does not fully succeed in excluding others and generating property. Conversely, organisms may sometimes have property for their exclusive use that they did not have to actively privatize. Both concepts are distinct from privacy, defined as physical or informational separation from conspecifics (Klopfer & Rubenstein, 1977) Property and privatization are neglected concepts in biology. There are many known examples, such as territoriality, but these are not usually grouped together. There are at least two ironies here. First, the field of sociobiology has been criticized for being a crude extrapolation of capitalist economics into biology (Gould & Lewontin, 1979) , but if this were true, wouldn't a biological theory of property have emerged long ago? Yet, so far as we know, this review is the first attempt to argue that property and privatization are concepts that might be useful across many evolutionary contexts.
The second irony is that while biologists have expended great effort in understanding possible cooperative solutions to tragedies
